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Sociodemographic, Knowledge, and Attitudinal
Factors Related to Meat Consumption in the
United States
PATRICIA M. GUENTHER, PhD, RD; HELEN H. JENSEN, PhD; S. PATRICIA BATRES-MARQUEZ, MS; CHUN-FU CHEN, MS
ABSTRACT
Objective To provide information about meat consumption
and factors that explain differences among subpopula-
tions, and to evaluate how knowledge and attitudes about
nutrition and awareness of diet and health influence
meat consumption.
Design The 1994-1996 Continuing Survey of Food Intakes
by Individuals provided two nonconsecutive 24-hour re-
calls. The Diet and Health Knowledge Survey was admin-
istered at least 1 week after the last 24-hour recall. Meat
subgroups (chicken, beef, pork, and processed pork prod-
ucts) were calculated from Food Guide Pyramid meat
groups by using recipe ingredients.
Subjects The study sample included 4,802 children and
9,460 adults from the Continuing Survey of Food Intakes
by Individuals and 5,649 adults from the Diet and Health
Knowledge Survey.
Statistics Weighted percentages and means described the
food intake and self-assessed dietary characteristics. Re-
lationships among types of meat intake, dietary charac-
teristics, and demographics were evaluated using a two-
stage, multivariate regression model.
Results Individuals in higher income households con-
sumed relatively more chicken; those in low-income
households consumed more processed pork products.
Those consuming no beef and smaller amounts of chicken
had the lowest discretionary fat intakes. Beef and pork
consumers were more likely to think that their diets were
too high in fat, but less likely to believe it is important to
eat a low-fat diet. Region of residence affected the prob-
ability of consuming most meats. Having a high level of
education was associated with a lower likelihood of con-
suming beef and pork.
Conclusions Sociodemographic factors are strong predic-
tors of the probability of choosing particular types of meat
and of the amounts eaten. Knowledge and attitudes about
diet and meat products also influence choices.
J Am Diet Assoc. 2005;105:1266-1274.
Consumers’ food choices reflect several factors, includ-ing income, demographics, prices, and nutrition infor-mation (1-7). Historically, meat and meat products
have represented a substantial share of consumer expendi-
tures, and aggregate consumption data show per capita
consumption of red meat and poultry to be near historic
highs (8,9). The aggregate data show a significant shift in
the types of meat consumed since the 1970s, specifically a
decrease in per capita beef and veal consumption, relatively
steady per capita pork consumption, and an overall increase
in per capita poultry consumption (8).
The explanation for the shift is complex and includes
factors affecting the demand for meat (such as changing
preferences, health concerns, and relative prices; increas-
ing demand for convenience in preparation and eating),
as well as factors impacting the supply of meat (such as
changes in technology of production and distribution).
Increases in eating away from home and improvements
in diet and health knowledge are also expected to change
the demand for meat (10). Close examination of current
meat consumption, differences among consumers, and
consumer knowledge and attitudes about the role of meat
in the diet can provide a sound basis for developing food
policies and for developing and targeting nutrition edu-
cation and promotion programs (11,12).
This article provides information about meat consump-
tion in the United States and the factors that explain
differences among groups of individuals by using data
from the US Department of Agriculture (USDA) 1994-
1996 Continuing Survey of Food Intakes by Individuals
(CSFII) (13). The objectives of the research were to: (a)
describe consumption of meats in the United States, par-
ticularly in relation to dietary recommendations found in
the 1992 Food Guide Pyramid (14); and (b) evaluate the
degree to which consumers’ knowledge and attitudes
about nutrition, awareness of linkages between diet and
health, and knowledge of nutritional qualities of meat
influence meat consumption.
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METHODS AND PROCEDURES
Continuing Survey of Food Intakes by Individuals, 1994-1996
The 1994-1996 CSFII provided information about 2-day
food intakes frommore than 15,000 individuals of all ages
(15). The 2 days of intake observed during the survey
were separated by at least 2 days. The data were collected
from national samples of individuals during a 3-year pe-
riod from 1994 to 1996 and were weighted to obtain
estimates representative of the US population. The study
sample of 14,262 individuals who reported dietary in-
takes on both of the surveyed days included 4,802 chil-
dren 2 to 18 years old, 4,642 women, and 4,818 men.
Although improved interview methods may have reduced
underreporting compared with previous surveys, the 24-
hour recalls of food intake probably still underestimated
total food intake (16).
Pyramid Food Groups and Classification of Meats
In 1996, the USDA released dietary guidance in terms of
recommended numbers of servings of foods in the 1992
Food Guide Pyramid (14). The Pyramid food groups in-
clude: grains; vegetables; fruits; dairy (milk, yogurt, and
cheese); and meat, poultry, fish, and meat alternates. In
addition, foods in the “tip” of the Pyramid are identified
and measured in the CSFII databases in terms of grams
of discretionary fat, teaspoons of added sugar, and serv-
ings of alcohol. Discretionary fat is defined as (a) the fat
in foods from the five basic food groups in excess of
amounts that would be consumed if only the lowest fat
forms of the foods were eaten and (b) fats added to foods
in preparation or at the table.
The first phase of work in the present study was the
development of a classification scheme to describe the
overall diets of individuals classified by their use of
chicken, beef, pork (including ham), and processed pork
products (frankfurters, sausages, and luncheon meats,
excluding clearly identified poultry or beef products).
Other types of meats could not be considered because
their frequency of consumption was too low. Individuals
were classified on the basis of the amount of meat eaten
in 2 days (none; less than 1 oz of cooked, lean meat
equivalent; or 1 oz or more). Among consumers of pork,
the median daily amount of pork consumed was approx-
imately 1 oz of cooked lean meat equivalent, so we chose
that amount to divide consumers into two groups: those
consuming “smaller” and those consuming “larger”
amounts of meat.
The amounts of meat were computed using the Pyra-
mid Servings Database (version 1.0) and technical sup-
port files (13). Pyramid servings were computed by USDA
nutritionists to determine the number of servings the
foods reported as eaten in the survey contributed to the
food groups in the Food Guide Pyramid. Chicken, beef,
and pork are part of the Pyramid group called “meat,
poultry, fish, and alternates” and are measured as ounces
of cooked, lean meat equivalents. This measure allows
the reporting of standard amounts of meat across many
types of meats and meat alternates eaten in a variety of
ways, including sandwiches and other mixed dishes.
The method used in this study to separate the chicken,
beef, pork, and processed pork products from more aggre-
gated Pyramid meat groups involved creating additional
meat subgroups for the individual meats, based on recipe
ingredients. For example, the meat in the food item re-
ported as “chili with meat” was assigned either to the new
pork or to the new beef subgroup, according to the ingre-
dients listed in the CSFII recipe database. All poultry
included in mixed dishes was included in the chicken
category because it was not possible to distinguish type of
poultry further from the recipe files.
Diet and Health Knowledge Survey, 1994-1996
The 1994-1996 CSFII included a follow-up survey, the
Diet and Health Knowledge Survey (DHKS). The two
surveys allow linking individuals’ dietary and health
knowledge and attitudes to their food intakes. The DHKS
collected data from individuals age 20 years and older
who provided at least 1 day of dietary intake information.
The dietary intake interviews and the DHKS interviews
were separated by at least 1 week. For the analyses of
diet knowledge and attitudes, only those respondents
with 2 complete days of intake data were included, yield-
ing a total of 5,649 individuals in the study sample.
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
Statistics were tabulated using SAS (version 6.12, 1996,
Cary, NC). The data included demographic characteris-
tics, attitudes and knowledge about foods, and consump-
tion of foods. The combined 3-year sampling weights were
applied to calculate descriptive statistics showing popu-
lation estimates in Tables 1-4.
In Table 3, the hypothesis that the mean intakes by
consumers in the none, smaller, and larger groups were
equal was tested using WesVar (version 4.2, 2002, Rock-
ville, MD). For the pairwise comparisons we used Tukey’s
Studentized Range test and an  level of .05.
The consumption relationship was evaluated by using a
two-stage, multivariate model of consumption (Tables 5
and 6). Data were not weighted in the multivariate anal-
ysis; instead, characteristics used as weighting factors
were included in the model. We used a two-stage estima-
tion procedure because many of the individuals in the
sample did not consume a given meat during the 2-day
survey period. Stage 1 used a probit model to predict
whether an individual consumed the meat product, and
Stage 2 estimated how much the individual consumed. A
probit model allows proper estimation of a binary (0,1)
dependent variable. The estimation procedure provides
for consistent estimates for both the probit (equation 1)
and regression (equation 2) models and allows testing of
hypotheses about the effect of demographic characteris-
tics and health knowledge and attitudes about consump-
tion. The empirical model estimated was:
Probability of consuming meat 0, 1  fX1, Z1, e1 (1)
Consumption  gX2, Z2, , e2 (2)
where X1 and X2 are the demographic variables, Z1 and
Z2 are the attitude and knowledge variables, and  is the
inverse Mills’ ratio, used to provide consistent estimates
for the consumption equation (2), and e1 and e2 are the
error terms (17).
August 2005 ● Journal of the AMERICAN DIETETIC ASSOCIATION 1267
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Consumption of Meat Products
In 1994-1996, 97% of individuals (adults and children) in
the United States consumed some meat (beef, pork, lamb,
game, poultry, frankfurters, or processed meat) during a
2-day period. Approximately half of the population con-
sumed chicken and three fourths consumed beef (Table
1). Forty percent of all individuals consumed at least a
small amount of pork, and one third consumed processed
pork during a 2-day period. Women and children were
slightly more likely to have consumed chicken than were
men. Children and men were more likely to have con-
sumed beef than were women. Men and women were
more likely to have consumed pork than were children,
whereas men were more likely than women and children
to have consumed processed pork products (frankfurters,
sausages, and luncheon meats). Men were more likely to
have consumed beef, pork, and processed pork products
than were women. (In all cases, the measure of consump-
tion may have included small amounts of meat used as
ingredients in mixed dishes, such as bacon in a salad.)
Table 1 also shows the distribution of individuals by
amounts of chicken, beef, pork, and processed pork prod-
ucts consumed in a 2-day period. Consumption of less
than 1 oz in a 2-day period was considered to be a smaller
amount; 1 oz or more was considered to be a larger
amount. Forty-five percent of adults and 42% of children
consumed a larger amount of chicken. Two thirds (66%) of
men and more than half (54%) of women and of children
consumed 1 oz of beef or more. Forty percent of individ-
uals consumed 1 oz or more of pork and/or processed pork
products in a 2-day period (data not shown).
Meat consumption varied among different demo-
graphic groups. In Table 2, consumption of meats is com-
pared using an index in which the index was set to equal
100.0 at the population’s mean consumption level of each
type of meat. Individuals with higher incomes consumed
chicken in relatively greater amounts. Individuals with
higher than average beef consumption include those liv-
ing in the Midwest, those in households with no young
children (age 5 years and younger), Mexican Americans
and non-Hispanic blacks, and those with lesser household
incomes. Individuals with higher than average pork con-
sumption include those living in the Midwest; those in
households having two or three members; those in house-
holds with no young children; non-Hispanic blacks; and
the “other” minority racial/ethnic group, which includes
Asian Americans. Individuals with higher than average
consumption of processed pork products include those in
the Northeast and Midwest, those in households with
young children, non-Hispanic blacks, and those with
lesser household incomes. The above-average consump-
tion of pork and processed pork products by individuals in
low-income households suggests the greater relative im-
portance of these meats in their diets. The consumption of
all meats is higher for males than females.
The 1992 Food Guide Pyramid recommends 5 to 7 oz
per day of foods in the meat, fish, and alternates group for
most Americans and smaller amounts for young children.
As shown in Table 3, the mean daily amount consumed by
the total population older than age of 2 years was 4.8 oz
per day. Among adults (age older than 18 years), 5.1 oz
were consumed per day (data not shown). Individuals
eating larger amounts of pork ate more meat, poultry,
and fish than those who ate larger amounts of chicken
and beef (5.9 oz vs 5.5 oz, respectively). Adults who ate no













None 47.9 47.1 48.3 46.9 49.7
Smallerb 8.2 11.0 6.7 7.5 5.9
Largerc 43.9 41.9 45.0 45.6 44.4
Beef
None 27.2 23.1 29.3 33.5 25.3
Smaller 14.9 23.2 10.7 12.6 8.8
Larger 57.9 53.8 60.0 53.8 65.9
Pork
None 60.4 66.1 57.6 60.5 54.7
Smaller 19.1 19.5 18.9 19.3 18.5
Larger 20.5 14.4 23.5 20.2 26.8
Processed pork
productsd
None 66.3 63.9 67.5 72.5 62.7
Smaller 9.0 11.5 7.8 9.2 6.5
Larger 24.6 24.6 24.7 18.3 30.8
aSource: Continuing Survey of Food Intakes by Individuals, 1994-96.
b0 and 1 oz cooked lean meat equivalent.
c1 oz cooked lean meat equivalent.
dFrankfurters, sausages, and luncheon meats that include pork.
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pork (on 2 days) consumed a mean of 1.1 oz of chicken and
1.6 oz of beef per day; those who ate no chicken ate 0.5 oz
of pork and 1.9 oz of beef per day; and those who ate no
beef ate 0.5 oz of pork and 1.3 oz of chicken per day (data
not shown).
As shown in Table 3, individuals consuming larger
amounts of pork had higher intakes of vegetables (includ-
ing potatoes) than those consuming less pork. Those con-
suming larger amounts of beef consumed more servings
of grains and vegetables and more discretionary fat.
Those consuming larger amounts of pork consumed more
servings of vegetables and relatively more discretionary
fat. As a group, individuals consuming larger amounts of
pork consumed the most discretionary fat (from all food
sources): a mean of 62 g, compared with a mean of 56 g for
all individuals. Those consuming no beef consumed the
smallest amount of discretionary fat (46 g).
Knowledge and Attitudes about Diet and the Relationship to
Meat Consumption
In the DHKS, attitudes and knowledge were evaluated
using several types of indicators and questions. Consum-
ers of chicken, beef, pork, and processed pork products
differed by several knowledge and attitude variables, as
shown in Table 4.
Three questions in the DHKS asked the respondents to
compare their diets to “what is healthy,” that is, “too high
(or low)” in fat, saturated fat, and cholesterol, or “about
right.” Individuals consuming beef, pork, and processed
pork products were more likely than those not consuming
those meats to think that their diet was too high in fat,
saturated fat, and cholesterol when compared with what
is healthful.
A second set of questions asked the respondents to
report whether they thought it is important to choose a
diet with plenty of fruits and vegetables, with a variety of
foods, low in fat, low in saturated fat, and low in choles-
terol. Again, consumers differed in attitude according to
their consumption of meats. Although more than four
fifths of adults believed that it is important to eat a diet
low in total fat, saturated fat, and cholesterol, those con-
suming beef, pork, and processed pork products and those
not consuming chicken were less likely than others to
believe this is important. In addition, those same consum-





All individuals (reference percentage) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Amount per day (oz)c 1.00 1.46 0.40 0.40
Region 4™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™ % ™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™3
Northeast 111.3 87.6 97.4 113.0
Midwest 95.4 111.5 117.8 120.8
South 100.4 99.1 94.3 99.6
West 94.2 100.2 92.1 66.6
Household size (No. people)
1 99.8 101.1 93.8 100.4
2-3 106.6 99.5 113.2 102.3
4 93.2 100.3 87.8 97.5
Pre-school children in household
No children age 5 y 102.8 103.0 104.7 97.6
With children age 5 y 91.2 90.5 85.3 107.6
Racial/ethnic group
White non-Hispanic 92.1 97.7 92.9 101.3
Black non-Hispanic 129.0 106.2 116.9 129.5
Mexican American 105.5 114.9 85.8 62.4
Other Hispanic 125.9 102.9 106.9 87.1
Otherd 110.7 100.1 179.7 50.6
Annual household incomee (% poverty)
0-130 95.5 104.0 101.8 117.1
131-350 95.4 102.6 100.8 104.0
350 107.0 95.4 98.3 87.7
Sex
Female 87.1 72.6 74.9 70.3
Male 113.6 128.8 126.3 131.1
aSource: Continuing Survey of Food Intakes by Individuals, 1994-96.
bFrankfurters, sausages, and luncheon meats that include pork.
cMean ounces of cooked lean meat equivalent.
dAsian, Pacific Islander; American Indian, Alaskan Native; other race.
eExpressed as a percentage of the poverty threshold.
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ers were slightly less likely to think it is important to
consume plenty of fruits and vegetables or to think it is
important to eat a variety of foods.
Consumers of meats differed little about factors they
identified as important when buying a food. More than
nine tenths of consumers, regardless of types of meat
consumed, considered taste, safety, and nutrition to be
important. Three fourths considered ease of preparation
important. General nutrition knowledge varied little.
Chicken consumers and those not consuming beef and
processed pork products were slightly more likely to have
a good nutrition knowledge score. Pork consumers were
the most likely to correctly answer the two questions
specific to pork. These questions were: “Which has more
fat, loin pork chops or spare ribs?” and “Which has more
fat, hotdogs or ham?”
Finally, making low-fat choices was defined by using an
index that summed responses to 12 questions about eat-
ing behaviors (for example, always “eat lower-fat lun-
cheon meats instead of regular luncheon meats” and al-
ways “eat special, low-fat cheese when you eat cheese”). If
the individual responded to 6 or more of the 12 questions
affirmatively (indicating “always”), then he or she was
classified as making “low-fat choices.” Individuals who
did not consume beef and those who did not consume pork
were the most likely to be making low-fat choices.
Results of the multivariate analysis show the effects of
demographic and other variables on both the probability
of consuming meat products and on the amounts con-
sumed when controlling for the effects of all other vari-
ables. Table 5 shows the probabilities of consuming
chicken, beef, pork, and processed pork products. Region
had a statistically significant effect on the probability of
consuming all of the meats except chicken. Compared
with those living in the West, consumers living in the
Midwest were more likely to consume both pork and
processed pork products; those in the Northeast were less
likely to consume beef and more likely to consume pro-
cessed pork products; and those in the South were also
more likely to consume processed pork products. Being
female and having more education (more than high
school) were factors associated with being less likely,
compared with others, to consume beef, pork, and pro-
cessed pork products. Non-Hispanic blacks were more
likely than non-Hispanic whites to consume chicken and
pork. Hispanics were more likely to consume chicken and
beef.
Those who considered their diets to be high in fat, when
compared with what is healthful, were more likely to
consume beef than others; those who considered their diet
to be low in fat were less likely to consume pork compared
with others. Those who think it is personally important to
choose a diet low in fat were less likely to consume beef or
processed pork products and more likely to consume
chicken.
Although general nutrition knowledge had no signifi-
cant effect on meat choices, knowledge about pork and
pork products (that is, knowing the correct answers to the
two pork questions) had a positive effect on the probabil-
ity of consuming pork. Again, individuals who made a
series of lower-fat dietary choices were less likely to con-
sume beef, pork, and processed pork and more likely to
consume chicken. Based on results from the NPD Group
National Eating Survey (1984–1996), Ward and Moon (6)
also found that concern about fat and cholesterol reduced
the probability of eating beef and fresh pork, but they
found little effect of such concerns on the probability of
consuming poultry.
Once the probability of consuming meat at all was
accounted for in the first stage of the statistical model,
Table 3. Estimated mean number of daily servings of Food Guide Pyramid food groups and grams of discretionary fat consumed by individuals















All individuals (n14,262) 6.7 3.3 1.5 1.5 4.8 56.1
Chicken ** ** ** **
None 6,832 6.7 3.2S,L 1.4 1.6S,L 4.2S,L 56.7S
Smallerc 1,165 6.4 2.9N,L 1.5 1.5N 3.7N,L 50.8N,L
Largerd 6,265 6.6 3.4N,S 1.5 1.4N 5.5N,S 56.4S
Beef ** ** ** ** ** **
None 3,881 6.1L 2.9S,L 1.8S,L 1.3S,L 3.8S,L 46.2S,L
Smaller 2,124 6.4L 2.5N,L 1.4N 1.6N 3.4N,L 51.5N,L
Larger 8,257 7.0N,S 3.6N,S 1.4N 1.5N 5.5N,S 61.7N,S
Pork ** * ** ** **
None 8,619 6.6 3.2L 1.5 1.5L,S 4.3S,L 53.2S,L
Smaller 2,725 6.7 3.2L 1.4 1.4N 4.7N,L 59.0N,L
Larger 2,918 6.8 3.8N,S 1.4 1.4N 5.9N,S 62.2N,S
aSource: Continuing Survey of Food Intakes by Individuals, 1994-96. Ndifferent from “None.” Sdifferent from “Smaller.” Ldifferent from “Larger.” The differences are statistically
different at .05.
bCooked lean meat equivalents.
c0 and 1 oz of cooked lean meat equivalent.
d1 oz of cooked lean meat equivalent.
*P.05.
**P.01.
1270 August 2005 Volume 105 Number 8
results of the second stage showed that the amounts of
meat consumed varied by demographic and other factors
(Table 6). Again, region was a statistically significant
factor affecting meat consumption: those in the Midwest
and Northeast consumed more beef, pork, and processed
pork products; those in the Northeast also consumed
more chicken compared with those in the West. Those
living in the South consumed more chicken and processed
pork products. Compared with those living in more rural
areas, those living in metropolitan areas consumed less
beef and pork. Women consumed less of all meats than
men did. Those with the lowest household incomes con-
sumed more processed pork products; those with higher
education consumed less beef and processed pork prod-
ucts and more chicken. Non-Hispanic blacks consumed
more chicken, beef, and pork than did non-Hispanic
whites; Hispanics consumed more chicken.
Dietary attitudes and knowledge had less influence on
amounts eaten than they did on the probability of eating
specific meats at all (after taking account of the effects of
the other variables on the probability of eating the meat).
Those who believed that choosing a diet low in cholesterol
is important consumed less pork and beef, but the impor-
tance of other dietary considerations did not influence the
amounts eaten. Also, nutrition knowledge did not affect
the amounts consumed. Ranking nutrition as an impor-
tant factor when buying food was associated with eating
larger amounts of chicken and smaller amounts of pro-
cessed pork products. Making low-fat choices was associ-
ated with consuming smaller amounts of pork and pro-
cessed pork products and larger amounts of chicken.
CONCLUSIONS
The contribution of meats in the diet is complex. The
evidence suggests that knowledge and attitudes about
diet and health differ between pork and beef consumers
and chicken consumers. Overall diets differ as well. For
example, individuals consuming pork had higher dis-
cretionary fat intakes (from all food items) than did




None User None User None User None User
Assessment of own diet 4™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™ % ™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™™3
Fat
Too high 49.3 48.8 42.8 51.5 47.4 51.5 48.1 51.1
Too low 6.9 6.9 6.7 7.0 7.8 5.5 7.1 6.6
About right 43.8 44.3 50.5 41.5 44.8 42.9 44.8 42.3
Saturated fat
Too high 40.3 39.0 33.4 42.0 37.7 42.5 38.74 41.7
Too low 9.6 7.8 8.9 8.6 9.3 7.8 8.8 8.5
About right 50.1 53.2 57.6 49.4 53.0 49.8 52.6 49.8
Cholesterol
Too high 31.3 31.6 26.6 34.1 30.6 34.2 31.1 34.0
Too low 6.9 6.7 6.5 6.9 6.9 6.5 7.0 6.2
About right 61.8 60.8 66.9 59.0 62.5 59.3 61.8 59.9
Believe important in diet
Plenty of fruits/vegetables 91.4 92.2 93.7 91.1 92.6 90.7 93.1 89.2
Variety of foods 90.2 92.0 91.3 91.1 92.0 89.9 92.0 89.3
Low fat 87.0 89.8 92.2 87.1 89.8 86.6 90.0 85.1
Low saturated fat 83.0 85.2 87.0 83.1 85.9 81.7 84.8 82.8
Low cholesterol 84.9 87.0 88.6 85.0 87.2 84.0 86.7 84.5
Important when buying food
Safety 96.0 95.8 96.4 95.7 96.3 95.4 96.2 95.2
Nutrition 93.3 93.8 94.5 93.2 94.2 92.6 94.2 92.1
Ease of preparation 77.2 75.7 75.3 76.8 77.2 75.2 76.7 75.8
Taste 97.6 97.7 96.6 98.1 97.5 97.9 97.6 97.8
General nutrition knowledge
Poor 12.5 9.8 11.5 10.9 11.8 10.0 10.6 12.0
Fair 56.7 57.0 55.4 57.4 56.1 58.0 56.3 58.1
Good 30.7 33.2 33.2 31.6 32.1 32.0 33.1 29.9
Pork nutrition knowledge
Poor 20.2 16.0 18.7 17.6 19.6 15.6 18.4 17.0
Fair 35.8 38.9 36.8 37.7 37.8 36.9 37.0 38.4
Good 44.0 45.1 44.5 44.7 42.6 47.6 44.6 44.6
Make low-fat choices 19.6 27.1 32.9 19.9 27.5 17.7 26.0 18.3
aSource: Continuing Survey of Food Intakes by Individuals, 1994-96.
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chicken consumers. Sociodemographic variables were
strong predictors of the probability of choosing meat
products and of the amounts eaten. Knowledge and
attitudes about diet and meat products also influenced
choices, especially the likelihood of consuming specific
types of meat.
The results of this study suggest that nutrition educa-
tion efforts should focus on bringing consumers’ food
choices in line with their nutrition knowledge and should
include efforts to help consumers understand and believe
in the importance of personal food choices in determining
health status. More specifically, consumers could benefit
from learning how to choose and prepare the leaner types
of beef and pork and how they can be incorporated into an
overall healthful diet.
Additional research on the factors influencing intakes




Intercept 0.42*** 0.79*** 0.20* 0.28***
Region (West)b
Midwest 0.03 0.05 0.14** 0.34***
Northeast 0.10 0.30*** 0.05 0.12*
South 0.02 0.09 0.01 0.23***
Urbanicity (nonmetro)
Metro/non-central city 0.17*** 0.05 0.13*** 0.05
Metro/central city 0.15*** 0.07 0.05 0.09*
Sex (male)
Female 0.07* 0.27*** 0.14*** 0.27***
Education level (high school)
Some college 0.18*** 0.17*** 0.16*** 0.24***
Less than high school 0.08 0.23*** 0.08 0.03
Household size (4 or more)
1 person 0.01 0.27*** 0.04 0.07
2–3 persons 0.01 0.10* 0.11** 0.03
Race/ethnicity (white, non-
Hispanic)
Black, non-Hispanic 0.33*** 0.05 0.33*** 0.06
Mexican American 0.23** 0.44*** 0.11 0.08
Other Hispanic 0.23** 0.09 0.09 0.06
Assessment of own diet
Fat (about right)
Too high 0.02 0.13** 0.05 0.07
Too low 0.01 0.03 0.21** 0.02
Saturated fat (about right)
Too high 0.03 0.04 0.005 0.03
Too low 0.15 0.08 0.01 0.07
Cholesterol (about right)
Too high 0.02 0.07 0.03 0.03
Too low 0.01 0.11 0.10 0.17
Believe important in diet
Low saturated fat 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.02
Plenty of fruits/vegetables 0.06 0.02 0.05 0.07
Low fat 0.16* 0.22** 0.05 0.18**
Low cholesterol 0.02 0.07 0.08 0.05
General nutrition knowledge (poor)
Fair 0.05 0.09 0.01 0.04
Good 0.07 0.04 0.05 0.12
Pork nutrition knowledge (poor)
Fair 0.12** 0.09 0.07 0.06
Good 0.09 0.09 0.16*** 0.03
Low-fat choices 0.25*** 0.31*** 0.29*** 0.21***
aSource: Continuing Survey of Food Intakes by Individuals, 1994-96.
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Intercept 1.35*** 0.92*** 1.20*** 1.07***
IMRb 0.29*** 0.14*** 0.15*** 0.01
Region (West)c
Midwest 0.14 0.30*** 0.36*** 0.46***
Northeast 0.32** 0.18* 0.21** 0.38***
South 0.22* 0.01 0.04 0.23***
Urbanicity (nonmetro)
Metro/non–central city 0.16 0.29*** 0.28*** 0.03
Metro/central city 0.18 0.19** 0.17** 0.06
Annual household income, % of
poverty (350%)
0–130% 0.14 0.01 0.02 0.28***
131–350% 0.12 0.02 0.03 0.10
Sex (male)
Female 0.49*** 0.42*** 0.39*** 0.58***
Education level (high school)
Some college 0.22** 0.11* 0.10 0.18***
Less than high school 0.24 0.11 0.07 0.08
Household size (4 people)
1 person 0.13 0.14 0.06 0.06
2–3 people 0.02 0.05 0.15** 0.02
Race/ethnicity (white non-Hispanic)
Black non-Hispanic 0.84*** 0.26*** 0.19** 0.03
Mexican American 0.43* 0.01 0.13 0.08
Other Hispanic 0.35* 0.06 0.02 0.10
No children age 1–5 y 0.14 0.06 0.11 0.08
Assessment of own diet
Fat (about right)
Too high 0.12 0.06 0.06 0.04
Too low 0.18 0.15 0.22 0.01
Saturated fat (about right)
Too high 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.10
Too low 0.20 0.18 0.18 0.05
Cholesterol (about right)
Too high 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.04
Too low 0.13 0.12 0.03 0.11
Believe important in diet
Plenty of fruits/vegetables 0.14 0.15 0.13 0.11
Variety 0.17 0.05 0.11 0.06
Low fat 0.11 0.05 0.03 0.16
Low saturated fat 0.13 0.04 0.07 0.08
Low cholesterol 0.06 0.32*** 0.30*** 0.006
General nutrition knowledge (poor)
Fair 0.15 0.06 0.07 0.05
Good 0.27 0.02 0.02 0.02
Nutrition knowledge about pork (poor)
Fair 0.08 0.09 0.05 0.04
Good 0.006 0.06 0.04 0.07
Important when buying food
Safety 0.03 0.003 0.06 0.16
Nutrition 0.51*** 0.01 0.08 0.40***
Ease of preparation 0.17* 0.03 0.04 0.02
Taste 0.39 0.18 0.21 0.26
Low-fat diet choices 0.36*** 0.12 0.40*** 0.18**
aSource: Continuing Survey of Food Intakes by Individuals, 1994-96.
bIMRinverse Mills’ ratio.
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of fruits, vegetables, grains, dairy products, and other
foods of nutritional interest would also be useful to food
and nutrition policymakers and nutrition educators. Diet
surveys should continue to monitor diet knowledge and
attitudes so that their effects on changing food intakes
can be investigated.
The authors acknowledge Ceci Snyder and Mary Jane
Oakland for helpful suggestions at various stages of the
research.
We acknowledge partial funding support for this re-
search from the National Pork Board.
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